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Terminal Disclaimer 

The terminal disclaimer filed on July 8, 2006 disclaiming the terminal portion of 
any patent granted on this application which would extend beyond the expiration date of 
6,755,491 has been reviewed and is accepted. The terminal disclaimer has been 
recorded. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 21 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 14, pad 
should be pads. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 11-17, 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 

as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 

matter which applicant regards as the invention. For claims 1 1 and 21 , it is unclear 

whether or not the environments are to be claimed in combination with the OIT. In the 

preamble of each claim, only the OIT is positively being claimed i.e. environments 

appear in an intended use/"for" statement; however, in the body of each claim, the 

environments are positively claimed. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11, 12, and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Bernart et al in view of Sullivan. Bernart teaches a station (Fig. 1) 

comprising a front panel (26), a monitor (28) having a bottom portion supported on a 

support pad (78), a second support pad (36; Note: limitations found in "for7intended use 

statements are given no weight in a claim), a partition (18) and a means for mounting 

the front panel on the partition and sealing the panel around the perimeter edge (see 

Fig. 4). On the partition is an aperture (126), an interface device (keyboard mouse) and 

a means (wiring of the keyboard and mouse) for connecting the device to the computer 

through the aperture in the partition (see Fig. 1). Bernart fails to teach adjustable strap 

means for retaining the computer against the partition. Sullivan teaches an adjustable 

strap means for retaining a computer with respect to a planar surface (Figs. 1 and 15A). 

It would have been obvious to add an adjustable strap around the computer of Bernart, 

such as is taught by Sullivan, help secure the computer in position. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 21 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Claim 13, 17 and 22 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The prior art fails to teach an OIT station comprising a front panel, a monitor 
supported on two support pads, a partition and a means for mounting the front panel on 
the partition and sealing the panel around the perimeter edge. On the partition is an 
aperture, an interface device and a means for connecting the device to the computer 
through the aperture in the partition. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments concerning the rejection of claims 1-20 over Bernart et al 
in view of Sullivan, III and Charapich have been fully considered and the argument 
dealing with the pads is persuasive. Therefore, the rejection as originally presented has 
been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new grounds of rejection is 
being made using Bernart et al in view of Sullivan, III. The shelves 36 and 78 of Bernart 
being considered support pads. 

Addressing the arguments concerning Sullivan for use with Bernart: the 
examiner contends that to add an adjustable strap means for retaining the monitor with 
respect to the partition and pad would have been an obvious consideration to help 
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secure the computer in a desired position, limiting any vertical movement thereof. The 
fact that Sullivan's strap is shown supporting the monitor vertically would not preclude it 
from use with a horizontally oriented monitor. See for example reference of Greene et 
al (5,765,797; Fig. 1) wherein a strap helps position both a vertically oriented and 
horizontally oriented monitor. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

Addressing the environment argument: first, this limitation appears in an intended 
use portion of the preamble and therefore, is given little weight in the claim. Second, 
what is encompassed by a "harsh" environment is up to interpretation (e.g. kids playing 
ball on one side of the station could be considered a harsh environment, etc.). Third, the 
station of Bernart is capable of being used in such an environment (Note: the reference 
of Sullivan is only used for its strap teaching). The examiner argues that Bernart in view 
of Sullivan meets all of the limitations found in the claims via its structural make-up. See 
art rejection above. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Janet M. Wilkens whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6869. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lanna Mai can be reached on (571) 272-6867. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Wilkens 

September 15, 2006 



JANET M. WILKENS 
PRIMARY EXAMINFP 



